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Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or 
proceeding. 



Commissioner for Patents 

The Examiner's Answer mailed 10/28/2008 contained several inconsistencies which arc corrected below: 

On the cover page, the statement at the bottom of the page should read: "This is in repsonse to the appeal brief filed 07/09/2008 
appealing from the Office action mailed 09/25/2007." 

On page 2, Section 6, should read: 

(6) Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

The applicant's statement of the grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal is correct. In addition, the Examiner has established the 
following new grounds of rejection: 

Claims 1, 3-7 and 10-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out 
and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Independent claim 1 (from which claims 3-7 and 10-13 depend) recites that the TATB binds the secondary explosive. This is 
indefinite, since in all of the examples, a powder is formed and does not show that any binding occurs merely by the addition of the 
TATB coating. It is unclear how any resultant binding is caused by this coating. 
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